ABSTRACT
Even a casual reading of this well-known NJPS translation strikes one as being a collection of unrelated statements. The translation seems to assume that Elihu describes in vv. [26] [27] [28] [29] [30] what God did to the mighty ‫ים(‬ ִ ‫יר‬ ‫בִּ‬ ‫,)כַּ‬ which were mentioned in v. 24, and where the word ‫ת‬ ַ ‫ח‬ ַ ‫תּ‬ has also been used (thus, intertextuality would imply thematic similarity). However, this would mean that the ‫ים‬ ִ ‫יר‬ ‫בִּ‬ ‫כַּ‬ were not necessarily wicked: besides, ‫ת‬ ַ ‫ח‬ ַ ‫תּ‬ nowhere else means with the, and ‫ם‬ ָ ‫ק‬ ‫פָ‬ ‫סְ‬ is never associated with the down position in the Tanakh.
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These are some of the difficulties in the first short verse. One might add that in the following verse the awkward ‫ר‬ ֶ ‫שׁ‬ ‫אֲ‬ ‫ן‬ ‫ל-כֵּ‬ ‫עַ‬ is used for because, when ‫י‬ ‫כִּ‬ would have sufficed. In the next verse MT has no word corresponding to Thus He lets. If Elihu wants to say that God can do whatever he wants, as is generally understood, then his argument would be strengthened by using opposites. However, silent ‫ט(‬ ‫קִ‬ ְ ‫שׁ‬ ‫)יַ‬ and condemn ‫ע(‬ ִ ‫שׁ‬ ְ ‫ר‬ ‫)יַ‬ are not opposites. Also, be it does not correspond to Hebrew ‫ל‬ ‫עַ‬ ‫.וְ‬ Finally, it is difficult to anchor the translation of the last verse in the MT.
The NJPS interpretation of v. 29 also raises some troubling thoughts. Andersen observes, … verses 29f. are not satisfactory, and some have found in them a darker and more disturbing thought. Even if God is quite inactive, leaving evil unchecked, who can condemn? If He chooses to hide His face, who can make Him show it? … The prophets were able to entertain the thought that the Assyrian was the rod of God's anger (e.g. Isa 10:5), and Habakkuk could think the same about the Babylonians. But they always added that these nations, despite such use by God, were fully accountable for their evil deeds, and would in due time pay for them. But this involves a historical stage, group guilt, and long spans of time, which are not used in the book of Job. This keeps the problem focused on the apparent injustice of God's treatment of one man, Job. Driver and Gray believe that v. 26 in the MT is corrupt. 3 They find that in v. 28 "the consequence being represented as the intention." In their opinion vv. 29-33 are as a whole unintelligible, the details being, if not unintelligible, then (as in 29) very ambiguous, and the ambiguities, in face of the extreme uncertainty of the remainder, insoluble. In addition to its unintelligibility, the formlessness of much (29c, 30, 31, 35) of the passage points to considerable corruption of the text. 4 Pope says that vv. 28-33 "are replete with difficulty. LXX originally omitted them entirely. Modern critics have emended freely, with imagination and originality." 5 The purpose of this paper is to restore vv. 26-30 into a coherent unit using standard text-critical methods. It will be shown that such a restoration is possible making only minimal violence to the consonantal text. The restored text has a typical (for the Book of Job) 3:3 rhythmic structure, while securing an unforced sense. Elihu indirectly accuses Job of being wicked, but raises the hope that if Job has a valid case then it has been heard and would be in due time resolved.
The following section (B) presents a detailed analysis of a representative sample of exegetical studies in which the text under consideration has been addressed. In it, an attempt has been made to capture the challenges that the text presents, reveal the spectrum of views that exist, and identify the shortcomings of the exegetical efforts. In a first reading, the details, semantic technicalities, and range of sources might be somewhat distracting. A reader that is eager to become engaged quickly in the proposed solution would be welladvised to skip section B, continue with section C, and in a second reading return to section B.
B ANALYSIS
The translations/interpretations of the ancient versions and modern exegetes will now be considered. This analysis will illustrate the difficulties that the translators and exegetes faced, how they tried to overcome them, and the weaknesses of these efforts. 26 And he quite destroys the ungodly, for they are seen before him. 27 Because they turned aside from the law of God, and did not regard his ordinances, 28 So as to bring before him the cry of the needy; for he will hear the cry of the poor.
29 And he will give quiet, and who will condemn? And he will hide his face, and who shall see him? Whether it be done against a nation, or against a man also: 30 causing a hypocrite to be king, because of the waywardness of the people. (Ἔσβεσε δὲ ἀσεβεῖς, ὀρατοὶ δὲ ἐναντίον αὐτοῦ. Ὅτι ἐξέκλ͜ ιναν ἐκ νόμου Θεοὐ, δικαιώματα δὲ αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἐπέγνωσαν, τοῦ ἐπαγαγεῖν ἐπ' αὐτὸν κραυγὴν πενήτον, καὶ κραυγὴν πτωχῶν εἰσακούσεται. Καὶ αὐτὸς ἡσυχίαν παρέξει, καὶ τίς καταδικάσεται; καὶ κρύψει πρόσωπον, καὶ τίς ὄψεται αὐτόν; καὶ κατὰ ἕθνουσ καὶ κατὰ ἀνθρώπου ὁμοῦ. Βασιλεύων ἀνθρώπον ὑποκριτὴν ἀπὸ δυσκολίας λαοῦ). It also attaches ‫ספקם‬ to the second colon and paraphrases ‫ראים‬ ‫במקום‬ ‫ספקם‬ by "for they are seen before him" (ὀρατοὶ δὲ ἐναντίον αὐτοῦ).
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The meaning that the Septuagint assigns to the word ‫ספקם‬ is not clear. In v. 27 Septuagint has ‫אשר‬ ‫על-כן‬ = ὅτι "because," ‫מ‬ ‫א‬ ‫ח‬ ‫ר‬ ‫יו‬ = "aside from the law of God" (ἐκ νόμου Θεοὐ), and ‫וכל‬ ‫דרכיו‬ = "his ordinances" (δικαιώματα δὲ αὐτοῦ). Dhorme notes that vv. 28-33 are absent from Sahidic, marked with asterisk in Jerome, Syro-hexapla, and Colbertinus (with the exception of v. 32), did not exist in G [Septuagint] . The present text of v. 28 is derived from Theodotion.
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In this text ‫עליו‬ = ‫אליו‬ "before him" (ἐπ' αὐτὸν).
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In the next verse (also from Theodotion) ‫והוא‬ ‫ישקט‬ = "And he will give quiet" (Καὶ αὐτὸς ἡσυχίαν παρέξει).
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Finally, in v. 30 Theodotion apparently reads ‫ממליך‬ = "causing to be king" (βασιλεύων), takes ‫חנף‬ = "hypocrite" (ὑποκριτὴν ὑποκριτὴν), and has for ‫ממקשי‬ ‫עם‬ = "because of the waywardness of the people" (ἀπὸ δυσκολίας λαοῦ).
Targum's literal translation reads:
26 Instead the wicked he stroke them in a place that can be seen. 27 For therefore they turned from following him and all his ways they did not understand. 28 To bring upon him the outcry of the poor and the cry of the destitute he will hear.
29 And he will quiet and who will condemn him, and will remove his presence and who will see him, and he visits the guilt of both nation and individual.
30
Appoints king a sycophant, because of snares among the people. 
‫דחמין‬ ‫באתר‬ ‫ספקנון‬ ‫רשיעי‬ ‫חלף‬

It takes
‫אשר‬ ‫על-כן‬ = "for therefore" ( ‫דמטול‬ ‫היכנא‬ ); ‫סרו‬ = "they turned" ‫;)זרו(‬ ‫מאחריו‬ = "from following him" ‫;)מבתרוהי(‬ ‫עליו‬ = "upon him" ‫;)עלוי(‬ ‫יסתר‬ ‫פנים‬ = "will remove his presence" ( ‫ויסלק‬ ‫שכנתא‬ ); 14 ‫ממליך‬ = "appoints" ‫;)ממני(‬ adds "visits a guilt upon" ( ‫מסער‬ ‫חובא‬ ); takes ‫חנף‬ = "sycophant" ‫;)דילטור(‬ and, ‫עם‬ ‫ממקשי‬ = "because of snares among the people" (  ‫תקליא‬  ‫די‬  ‫בעמא‬ ).
11 Dhorme, Job, [522] [523] . Verses 28-33 were omitted from the Septuagint till the time of Origen, and do not occur in the Sahidic version. Tov (Job 34, 114) conjectures that "The Greek translator removed these verses because the same ideas are presented in the preceding chapter 26 Their works shall be crushed under the weight of their wickedness in a land of terror; 27 Because they turned aside from following him, and did not consider any of his ways. 28 The prayer of the poor comes to him, and he hears the cry of the afflicted. 29 When he forgives, who can then condemn? And when he turns his face away, who can forgive the people, or mankind altogether?
30 He sees to it that an impious and wicked man shall not reign over the people.
It apparently expands the text and attaches ‫וידכאו‬ ("shall be crushed") of v. 25; takes ‫רשעים‬ = "their wickedness," reading ‫ם‬ ‫עָ‬ ְ ‫שׁ‬ ִ ‫ר‬ instead of ‫ים‬ ‫עִ‬ ָ ‫שׁ‬ ְ ‫;ר‬ takes ‫מקום‬ = "land"; connects ‫ראים‬ with ‫ירא‬ ("terror"); takes ‫אשר‬ ‫על-כן‬ = "because"; ‫השכילו‬ = "consider"; renders both ‫ישקט‬ and ‫ישורנו‬ by "forgives" ‫;)שבק(‬ and, takes ‫עם‬ ‫ממקשי‬ = "shall not reign over the people." 
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It takes ‫תחת‬ = "as, for" (quasi); ‫רשעים‬ = "being wicked" (impios); ‫עליו‬ = ‫אליו‬ "to him" (ad eum); ‫והוא‬ ‫ישקט‬ = "for when he grants peace" (ipso enim concedente pacem); ‫ויסתר‬ ‫פנים‬ = "When he hides his countenance" (ex quo absconderit vultum); ‫ממלך‬ = "who makes a man who is" (qui regnare facit); ‫חנף‬ = "hypocrite"; and, ‫ממקשי‬ ‫עם‬ = "for the sins of the people" (propter peccata populi). Yet he rules over nations and individuals alike, (30) so that the godless would not govern, and a people should not be ensnared. 16 Clines' translation, used as a current exegetical reference, assumes that: Driver and Gray, Job 1, 300. 66 The wicked are jeered because they are wicked and are wicked because they are jeered.
‫אשר‬ zu lesen ‫כן‬ 'so' zu streichen (Beer) statt das jetzingen 'die darum. '" 67 However, neither Beer nor Fohrer provide any justification for this emendation.
 ‫יו‬ ‫לָ‬ ‫עָ‬ ‫יא‬ ‫בִ‬ ‫הָ‬ ‫לְ‬ = "to come to him." 68 However, in Hebrew "to come" is ‫בוֹא‬ ‫לָ‬ and ‫יא‬ ‫בִ‬ ‫הָ‬ ‫לְ‬ is "to bring." Clines also takes ‫עליו‬ = ‫יו‬ ‫לָ‬ ‫אֵ‬ and adds "so that they caused" at the beginning of v. 28. A somewhat fuller translation of this phrase is provided by Driver and Gray: "that they may cause to come unto him."
69
This translation preserves the reading ‫,עליו‬ but is too intrusive on the deity.
Dillmann suggests that ‫עליו‬ has here the sense "in his presence." This is a rather strange theological perspective.
Driver and Gray observe that whether ‫להביא‬ "is dependent on ‫על‬ ‫כן‬ or on the verb in 27, the meaning is the same. The verse expresses the intention of the actions described in 27." 75 
Dhorme says:
‫להביא‬ has the sense of a gerund (31:30). The verb ‫,הביא‬ with ‫על‬ before complement of person (Gen 18:19 Good takes ‫ישקט‬ = "he gives content" (i.e. "freedom from care and discomfort"), which does not capture the sense of ‫שקט‬ in Hebrew and Arabic. 90 The reading ‫ֹט‬ ‫ק‬ ְ ‫שׁ‬ ‫יִ‬ has been adopted by many. 91 
Guillaume notes that:
One MS has yišqôṭ, and the meaning could then be 'if God by remaining quiet and not interfering, fails to condemn a man what right has anyone to do so?' Nevertheless it is tempting to regard the verb as a metathetical form of yaqšîṭ (see Prov 22:21 for the noun and of Arabic qasaṭa, 'he acted justly') and translate 'If he declares a man just, who can then condemn him? At any rate only thus can the latent antithesis be clearly brought out.
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However, the reader who is aware of the frame narrative would find such a perspective being contradictory. 99 Hakham ‫,איוב(‬ 265), suggests that is a parenthetic clause which states that despite vv. 29a-29b God is near every nation and man. He seems to be reading into the text a theological view that cannot be anchored in the MT. 100 Ehrlich, Randglossen 6, 317. stich c to the next verse "improves the rhythm of both verses substantially." 101 Fohrer thinks that "'Über dem Volk und über den Menschen insgesamte ist als erläuternde Glosse zu 'wahrnemen' zu streichen." 102 Hirzel suggests that ‫על‬ = "gegen." 103 Good takes ‫אדם‬ = "race," but most modern interpreters opt for "individual," in antithesis to ‫.גוי‬
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For instance, Delitzsch explains:
God rules both over the mass and over individuals alike, ‫יחד‬ gives intensity to the equality thus correlatively (et -et) Kissane, Job, 230 and 229. 115 Gordis, Job, 392. 116 Duhm, Hiob, 167. However, Elihu gives no answer to this question. In Good's view Elihu goes on in these verses with describing God's opposition to the wicked. He 'jeers' ‫)ספקם(‬ at them (v. 26), turning those people away from him (v. 27). Simultaneously, Elihu argues that Job was wrong about the deity's positive actions toward humans. Those who turn away from him fail 'to bring to him the outcry of the poor,' but he hears it nevertheless (v. 28). … But his language becomes garbled and his thought unclear in verses 29-32. 124 Good's perspective on vv. 26-30 is hardly a coherent thematic framework for the unit. Similarly, Habel presents a logically confusing perspective by saying:
For Elihu, God's punitive action is not only righteous but executed "in 'a public place." … The spectacle of Job's suffering on the ash heap is evidence of just such indictments by God. Those who turn from the ways of the divine wisdom produce social oppression and moral evil in the community. The 'cry of the poor' reaching heaven testifies to the cruelty caused by such corruption in society. … By heeding their pleas for relief, God, as a just ruler, rescues them and thereby 'silences' them and any gainsayers. … If, however, he hides his face in displeasure because of public evil, the absence of his favor will be evidence of his anger. … The text of v. 30 remains obscure.
125
(ii) Exegetes had difficulty to identify the contextual connection of vv. 26-30 to the preceding and following text.
(iii) Verse 28 seems to be contradictory, in suggesting that God needs the cry of the poor to be brought to him, yet he anyway hears it. Is it possible that ‫ישמע‬ is misplaced? (iv) Is it possible that the order of the verses is incorrect, and v. 30 is the continuation of v. 28? (v) Exegetes struggled reveal the logical connection between vv. 29 and 30? Dillmann observes:
Nämlich ‫השקיט‬ und ‫הסתיר‬ ‫פנים‬ können nicht die scheinbare Unthätigkeit Gottes beim hilfsgeschrei der Leidenden, als Gegensatz passionate, Delivering a miscreant from the snares of affliction." This would be injustice, not compassion. 124 Good, Turns, 328. 125 Habel, Job, 485. Habel (Job, 476) says that v. 30: "seems to be corrupt and missing at least one verb." zu der vorher beschriebenen richtenden Thätigkeit besagen, weil in diesem Fall zwar die beiden Fragsätze einem guten, aber V. 30 keinen annehmbaren Sinn gäbe, sondern es muss vom Einschreiten Gottes zu dem V. 30 angegebenen Zweck die rede sein.
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Since the Book of Job deals with the fate of individuals alone, can it include such verses as 28-30? Barton notes:
Probably the interpolation [vv. 28-33] was introduced at some time of national oppression. It is particularly inept to the context here, where it comes between Elihu's description of the way that God destroys the powerful, and his conclusion that wise men must consider Job a sinner.
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Clearly something is wrong with the MT of vv. 26-30. One would be hard pressed to confidently state the meaning of vv. 26-30, or even conjure the image that these verses suggest, within the framework of the MT.
C PROPOSED SOLUTION
Commentators usually agree that vv. 29-33 in MT are corrupt, few note the textual disorder of vv. 26-28. The solutions that are proposed for the difficulties in vv. 26-30 capitalize on some text-critical observations that have been frequently noted in ancient Hebrew manuscripts. The commonness of these observations makes it impossible to consider the textual disorders being intentional; the author's artistic means for conveying Elihu's excitement. This effort aims to restore a coherent thematic flow to the sub-unit that provides answers to the questions which were identified in the preceding section.
Verses 26-30 would be now discussed seriatim.
Verse 26
The difficulties associated with this verse stem from the words ‫תחת‬ and ‫.רשעים‬ In the solution presented here, the focus is on whether the inconvenient ‫תחת‬ is authentic and whether ‫רשעים‬ was in the original text. Our approach to the restoration of v. 26 capitalizes on the similarities between our verse and v. 20a.
Beer aptly noted: "'Er geisselt sie wie ‫)תחת(‬ Freveler' würde in sich schliessen, dass die also Behandelten keine Frevler sind-das widerspricht V. 24." 128 While Fohrer does not find v. 26 inexplicable he still finds: "Wörtlich 'an Stelle von Frevlern … an der Stätte der Sehenden (=Zuschauer).' Doch ist der text vielleicht verderbt."
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At least these sentiments suggest that ‫תחת‬ is 126 Dillmann, Hiob, 296. 127 Barton, Job, 266. 128 Beer, Der Text, 219. 129 Fohrer, Hiob, 464. suspicious. One also notes the structural and thematic similarity between v. 26 and v. 20aα ‫ה(‬ ‫לָ‬ ‫יְ‬ ‫לָ‬ ‫צוֹת‬ ֲ ‫ח‬ ‫וְ‬ ‫תוּ‬ ‫יָמֻ‬ ‫ע‬ ‫גַ‬ ֶ ‫:)ר‬ (i) both verses head the respective units vv. 20-25 and vv. 26-30; (ii) 20aα is a 2:2 verse and v. 26 is 'almost' (sans ‫)רשעים‬ 2:2;
(iii) in v. 20aα the referent is delayed, and in v. 26 the referent 'might' have been originally delayed, if ‫רשעים‬ is assumed to be a scribal gloss;
(iv) both verses deal with the demise of the powerful and inability to hide;
(v) ‫ספקם‬ in v. 26 parallels ‫ימתו‬ in v. 20aα and correspondingly are ‫במקום‬ ‫ראים‬ and ‫לילה‬ ‫וחצות‬ anti-parallel.
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This remarkable similarity between v. 26 and v. 20aα suggests that ‫תחת‬ should be emended to have like ‫רגע‬ a sense of short duration. Such a sense is afforded by the reading ‫אחת‬ instead of ‫.תחת‬ ‫אחת‬ could mean "once, just once, only" (2 Kgs 6:10, Ps 62:12, 89:36, Prov 28:18, Judg 16:28), thus conveying a small number requiring little time. Is it possible that a ‫א/ת‬ confusion occurred? While such confusion is orthographically unlikely in the square script, it is possible in a mixed Hebrew paleo script and square script. More than a century ago, Perles called attention to the similarity between ‫א‬ in Hebrew square script and ‫ת‬ in the paleo script, and demonstrated its utility for resolving the difficulties in The preceding instances of possible ‫ת/א‬ confusion demonstrate that it is likely and might be more frequent than generally recognized. Whether this confusion could have played a role in writing ‫תחת‬ instead of the original ‫אחת‬ depends on when the Book of Job was written. The interval of time proposed by modern scholars extends from 11th century BCE to the 3rd century BCE. There are no historical allusions in the book and its language does not allow an unambiguous dating. If the upper time limit is adopted, then it is possible that the book was written when the square script started to come in. At first the two script styles coexisted; the new script slowly replacing the paleo-script. The oldest inscription in the square script is that of Arak-el-Amir (Jordan), which dates from about 180 BCE. Though it contains only five letters it is a good 133 The form ‫ה‬ ָ ‫תּ‬ ַ ‫תּ‬ occurs in 2 This would imply that the ‫ת/א‬ confusion could have been made even in the original manuscript. If the book was written anytime within the dating interval, it is possible that the transmitted manuscript is a copy that was transcribed at the time when both styles of script coexisted.
Clearly, the ‫ת/א‬ confusion could have been a factor in writing ‫תחת‬ instead of the original ‫א‬ ‫ח‬ ‫ת‬ during the period in which the two scripts coexisted. It is possible that a copyist, coming across ‫אחת‬ (written in the square script), thought that the first letter looks more like the paleo-script letter ‫.ת‬ It is notable that in v. 33:14 Elihu uses ‫אחת‬ perhaps to argue that God reveals himself "only in one" way to humans. Moreover, the reading ‫אחת‬ makes eminent sense. The two phrases ‫אחת‬ ‫ספקם‬ (v. 26) and ‫רגע‬ ‫ימתו‬ (v. 20aα) seem to be expressing the same idea. Thus, v. 26 in MT is unbalanced, as most commentators noticed.
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Verse 26 becomes balanced if it is recognized that ‫רשעים‬ could be an interloping word. It is easy to imagine how this word made it into the text. Conceivably, a scribe felt that in v. 26a a reader would be at loss about who the referent is. He helpfully wrote the word ‫רשעים‬ between the two words (in the space between two lines). Subsequently, as was often the case, a copyist assumed that this gloss is actually a textual correction and included it in the text. If it is assumed that in v. 26a ‫רשעים‬ is a later insertion, intended to clarify the delayed referent, then the original v. 26 read ‫קוֹם‬ ‫מְ‬ ‫בִּ‬ ‫ים‬ ‫ֹאִ‬ ‫ר‬ ‫ת‬ ַ ‫ח‬ ‫אַ‬ ‫ם‬ ָ ‫ק‬ ‫פָ‬ ‫סְ‬ "once he strikes them in the place of (those) seeing."
Verse 27
Commentators have been baffled by the phrase ‫אשר‬ ‫על-כן‬ , which occurs only here. Kissane observes that:
In the beginning of the verse we have the impossible combination of the relative particle followed by "therefore." One or the other is superfluous. Dhorme transfers the relative particle to 26; on the contrary, it is the particle "therefore" that is to be transferred. The relative particle is used here to introduce a hypothetical case as in Lev. 4:22; Deut. 11:27; Jos. 4:21. The verse recalls 21:13-14: "They say to God: Depart from us! And we desire not the knowledge of your ways." 139 These are not the only possibilities for resolving the awkwardness of ‫על-כן‬ ‫.אשר‬ It is obvious that v. 27 identifies the referent for v. 26, as in v. 20, ‫ביד‬ ‫לא‬ ‫אביר‬ ‫ויסירו‬ ‫ויעברו‬ ‫עם‬ ‫,יגעשו‬ does for the preceding line. Thus the relative particle ‫אשר‬ has to stay in v. 27 and ‫על-כן‬ must be moved.
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This approach leads to the coherent 3-beat colon ‫אשר‬ ‫סרו‬ ‫מאחריו‬ "that turned aside from following Him," and makes v. 27 into a 3:3 rhythm verse.
Verse 21 is in essence a poetically expanded ‫יראה‬ ‫איש‬ ‫וצעדי‬ ‫דרכי‬ ‫,כל‬ which shares with v. 27b the words ‫,כל‬ ‫,דרך‬ and ‫ישכיל‬ = ‫.יראה‬ The two verses seem to be juxtaposing the relationships of God vs. man and man vs. God; God being meticulous in observing and understanding human behavior, while man being remiss in his understanding of God's ways. Ehrlich The delayed referent (for v. 26) are those that turned aside from God and did not make an effort to comprehend God's ways. A pious scribe would consider such individuals being wicked ‫)רשעים(‬ and engaged in exploitation of the poor.
Verse 28
The phrase ‫על-כן‬ "therefore," from the MT v. 27, belongs to the beginning of v. 28. This scribal error might have occurred because of the prevalent practice to correct errors of omission by writing the omitted word or phrase in the space between the lines. Verse 28 expands v. 27 by providing the consequences of the acts that it describes. The logic of vv. 26-28 is this: God publicly punishes (v. 26) those who abandoned God's morality (v. 27) and are bringing to Him the anguish of the exploited (v. 28). This chain of logic is then followed by other possible reactions that God might have (vv. 29-30 Driver and Gray note that "Dillmann supposes ‫על‬ ‫כן‬ to point on to ‫,להביא‬ 'who therefore have turned aside from after him, … in order to bring. '" 142 This would assume knowledge of intent, which is speculative and unnecessary. It is possible to understand ‫להביא‬ = "to bring (repeatedly), bringing" and by extension "supplying." One would naturally expect that the anguish of the poor would rise by itself to heaven and would not require any visible (or metaphoric) transfer by the wicked.
The singular ‫עליו‬ and context would make God as the most likely referent in v. 28. However, this would require reading ‫אֵ‬ ‫לָ‬ ‫יו‬ instead of MT ‫עליו‬ (cf. Gen 18:21). It is notable that the ‫על/אל‬ confusion is well-attested in the KetibQere apparatus and the many ‫'ע‬s in this and following verse may have predisposed the scribe to writing an ‫.ע‬ 
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Verse 29 Budde characterized v. 29 and the verses that follow being:
Die dunkelste Stelle des Capitels, die ganz zu entwirren wohl nie gelingen wird. Den sichersten Faden bietet v. 29. Die ersten beiden Glieder bilden je einen Vorder-und Nachsatz, der erstere setzt ein Tun oder Verhalten Gottes, der letztere spricht dem Menschen für diesen Fall Recht oder Möglichkeit des Tadels oder des Ein greifens ab. Da nun Gott durchgängig als Hort der Gerechtigkeit dargestellt ist, gegen dessen Tun Einspruch zu erheben niemandem einfallen wird, so kann das hier gesetzte göttliche Tun nicht mit dem bisherigen (von v. 18 an) gleichartig sein, sondern muss im Gegensatz dazu stehn.
More recently, Gordis observed:
These vv. are justly described by 1, pp. 301ff.) as being on the whole unintelligible or at least ambiguous. The passage has probably suffered textual damage which is unfortunately not repairable today. LXX omits the vv. In addition to God's public (obvious) punishment of the wicked, it is also possible that God might seem apathetic (Hab 1:2-3), ‫ט‬ ‫קִ‬ ְ ‫שׁ‬ ‫.יַ‬ He might hold back His benevolence, or metaphorically 'cover his face' not to see (Hab 2:13), ‫ר‬ ֵ ‫תּ‬ ‫סְ‬ ‫יַ‬ ‫ים‬ ‫נִ‬ ‫פָּ‬ . In each case, as a sovereign deity He cannot be compelled to act and we cannot impose on Him our predilections.
Verse 30
In v. 29b the prefixing ‫ו‬ in ‫ועל‬ should be understood as or if; 145 thus, ‫ל‬ ‫עַ‬ ‫וְ‬ = "or if upon." Ewald correctly sensed that vv. 29-30 express God's anger and his punitive reaction. However, his understanding of v. 28 reads into it more than it contains. He says that in Elihu's view: "He then indeed, takes rest, i.e. giving no more help (Ps 83:2, Zech 1:12-13) and turning his face away, coming with punishment both upon a nation and upon all persons of the earth." 146 It seems more logical and useful to connect v. 29b with v. 30 and read ‫יִ‬ ֵ ‫ח‬ ‫ר‬ instead of ‫.יחד‬ The likelihood of a ‫ר/ד‬ confusion is well-attested in the ketib-qere apparatus and the Tanakh. 147 ‫ר‬ ֵ ‫ח‬ ‫,יִ‬ which occurs many times in the Tanakh, is the qal imperfect of ‫חרה‬ "burn of anger." It provides a verb for v. 29b and allows anchoring in text typical interpretations of v. 29c such as "Ueber Volk und über Mensch zusammmen, über ganze Völker vie über Einzelne verhängt Er in zorne vernichtende Strafgerechte." 148 Verses 29b and 30 have been understood as depicting God being protective (Peshitta, Ehrlich, Kissane, Clines) or punitive (Septuagint, Vulgate, Hirzel, Hahn, Ewald, Gordis) . Reading ‫ר‬ ֵ ‫ח‬ ‫יִ‬ instead of ‫,יחד‬ sets us obviously on a punitive interpretation of v. 30.
Following the ancients (Theodotion, Targum) many read ‫ְך‬ ‫לִ‬ ‫מְ‬ ‫,מַ‬ "enthrones," instead of MT ‫ֹלְך‬ ‫מְּ‬ ‫מִ‬ "from reigning." The reading ‫ְך‬ ‫לִ‬ ‫מְ‬ ‫מַ‬ suits the punitive interpretation that has been adopted in this solution; i.e., Elihu suggests that the enthronement of a ‫ף‬ ‫נֵ‬ ָ ‫,ח‬ "profane, irreligious, hypocrite" is a divine punishment. However, the phrase ‫אדם‬ ‫חנף‬ is problematic, since it never occurs elsewhere in the Tanakh. It seems likely that a scribe by mistake copied the word ‫אדם‬ from the nearby v. 29b and this word should be deleted.
Dillmann rightly says: "Die Lesart ‫ְך‬ ‫לִ‬ ‫מְ‬ ‫מַ‬ (Theodotion, Targum) erlaubt keine richtige Erklärung von ‫".ממקשי‬
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This difficulty can be resolved by noting that a simple and frequent error of metathesis occurred. One should read ‫י‬ ֵ ‫ֹשׁ‬ ‫מ‬ ‫קִּ‬ ‫מִ‬ instead of ‫.ממקשי‬ ‫מּוֹשׁ‬ ‫קִ‬ is a collective term for "thistles, nettles."
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The ‫קמוש‬ word occurs only twice in the Tanakh (Isa 34:13, Hos 9:6); it is not surprising that a scribe confused it with the more frequent ‫מוקש‬ (21 times). The phrase ‫ם‬ ‫עַ‬ ‫י‬ ֵ ‫ֹשׁ‬ ‫מ‬ ‫קִּ‬ ‫מִ‬ probably referred to the useless but potentially harmful among the aristocrats. Though the verse does not appear to relate to Job's specific problem, it serves well to buttress Elihu's general argument that God is righteous and metes out punishment to nations and races as he does to individuals (vv. 26-28) even if He may seem as being apathetic and removed (v. 29a). As would be noted in the concluding section, the sensitized Job could have detected in Elihu's general statements many personal implications.
D CONCLUSION
Relatively few minor text-critical emendations result in the following simple and coherent text:
